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production of a thing, all of which contentions I gladly admit; after
all this he once more hastens to prove that God should not be called
the efficient cause of Himself, because we seek to discover the efficient
cause of a thing only with respect to its existence and not at all with
respect to its essence. But existence is involved in the essence of an
infinite being, no less than the equality of its angles to two right
angles is involved in that of a triangle. Therefore when we ask why
God exists, ive must not attempt to reply by assigning an efficient
cause any more than we should do if asked why the triangle has its
three angles equal to two right angles1. But this syllogism can easily
be manipulated so as to tell against its author; thus, although we
do not enquire for an efficient cause with respect to a thing's essence,
nevertheless we can do so with regard to its existence; but in God
essence and existence are not distinguished; hence we may enquire
about the efficient cause of God.

But in order to reconcile those two matters, we should reply to
the question as to why God exists, not indeed by assigning an
efficient cause in the proper sense, but only by giving the essence;
of the thing or formal cause, which, owing to the very fact that
in God existence is not distinguished from essence, has a strong
analogy with the efficient cause, and may on this ground be called
similar to an efficient cause.

Finally, M. Arnauld adds that when we are asked for the efficient
cause of God, we must reply that lie needs no efficient cause. And
if our interrogator plies us with the question why no efficient cause is
required, ive must answer; 'because He is an infinite Being, and in
such a case existence and essence are identical*, for only those things,
the existence of which can be distinguished from their essence require
an efficient cause! He thinks that this overthrows my contention
that if I did not believe that anything could in some way be related
to itself exactly as an efficient cause is related towards its effect, in
enquiring into the causes of things I should never arrive at a first
cause of all*. But to me it seems that this reasoning is neither
overthrown nor in any way shaken or enfeebled. The main force
not only of my argument but of all demonstrations that may be
brought up to prove the existence of God from the effects that flow
from Him, depends on this. Moreover, there is no argument ad-
vanced by practically any theologian that is not based on the effects
of God's causality.

1 Of. above, p. 91 (abridged).         2 Of. p. 92, par. 1.
a Of. ibid, infra, (abridged).
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